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This	 white	 paper	 summarizes	 project	 findings	 about	 “Vertically	 Integrated	 Research	
Alliances”	(or	VIRAs	for	short),	a	prospective	model	for	collaboration	between	scholars,	libraries,	and	
publishers	to	more	sustainably	produce	and	maintain	works	of	digital	scholarship.		This	white	paper	
was	 produced	 in	 the	 course	 of	 a	 one	 year	 planning	 grant	 funded	 by	 the	 Andrew	 W.	 Mellon	
Foundation.		The	following	are	key	summary	points	from	the	white	paper.	
1. The	 combination	 of	 longstanding	 instabilities	 in	 the	 current	 system	 of	 scholarly	
communication	and	the	promise	of	new	digital	forms	of	collaborative	scholarship	have	





closer	 collaborative	 model	 which	 includes	 subject‐focused	 cross‐sections	 of	 scholars,	
libraries,	 and	 publishers	 was	 compelling	 and	 shows	 promise,	 but	 implementing	 the	
model	would	entail	working	out	many	specific	details	in	practice.	
3. There	are	a	wide	range	of	antecedents	to	the	VIRA	(many	of	which	have	a	long	history)	











access	 and	 aggregation.	 	 The	 fact	 that	 library	budgets	 are	 already	overburdened	with	
super‐inflationary	 costs	 of	 traditional	 scholarly	 outputs	 (notably	 from	 for‐profit	
publishers)	means	that	libraries	will	have	difficulty	freeing	up	funds	for	experiments	with	
new	organizational	collaborative	models	such	as	VIRAs.		Libraries	will	have	to	find	the	
wherewithal	 to	 transition	 from	 funding	 unsustainable	 forms	 of	 legacy	 scholarship	 to	
sustainable	news	forms	of	innovative	scholarship.	













large	 system	of	 institutions,	 established	practice,	 and	perceptions,	 all	 of	which	have	a	




sense	 of	 community	 to	 seek	 out	 revenue	 streams	 rather	 than	 the	 other	 way	 around.		
Counter‐intuitively,	 even	 if	 it	 starts	 small	 and	 grows	 slowly,	 a	 shared	 and	 solid	




have	 sustained	 traditional	 forms	 of	 scholarship.	 	 Rather	 than	 purchases	 and	
subscriptions,	 VIRAs	 might	 be	 sustained	 through	 combinations	 of	 other	 approaches	



















purposes	 in	 the	 digital	 age.	 	 The	 particular	 new	 organizational	 form	 studied	 in	 this	 project	 is	
something	 termed	 the	 “Vertically	 Integrated	 Research	 Alliance.”	 	 This	white	 paper	will	 set	 forth	
tentative	claims	regarding	this	organizational	form,	and	how	it	might	potentially	be	a	better	fit	for	
sustaining	 new	 forms	 of	 digital	 scholarship.	 	We	 do	 not	 claim	 that	 this	 is	 the	 sole	 new	 form	 of	










publishing	has	 for	some	 time	been	shaken.	 [ARL,	1997]	 	Although	 traditional	models	of	scholarly	
communication	 continue	 to	 proliferate	 (e.g.,	 print	 monographs,	 text‐based	 journals,	 and	 pre‐
production	 peer	 review)	 the	 best	 summary	 statement	 that	 the	 authors	 of	 this	white	 paper	 have	
encountered	of	the	problematic	aspects	of	the	current	situation	is	that	the	apparatus	of	production	





The	 business	 models	 that	 enabled	 a	 variety	 of	 players	 to	 work	 together	 to	 support	 the	
production	 and	dissemination	of	 scholarship	 in	 the	previous	 century	 are	 either	 failing	or	 rapidly	
transitioning,	as	witnessed	by	the	shrinking	numbers	and	reduced	output	of	university	presses	and	















research	 centers.	 These	 stakeholder	 communities	 are	 experimenting	 with	 new	 roles	 and	 new	
relationships	to	meet	the	challenges	of	creating	and	disseminating	digital	scholarship	in	affordable	










issues	 such	 as	 the	 conservative	 stance	 of	 publishers	 on	 fair	 use	 and	 their	 lack	 of	 willingness	 to	
experiment	with	digital	dissemination	strategies	including	various	open	access	models.		Publishers,	
especially	commercial	publishers,	object	 to	such	critiques,	maintaining	that	 they	are	open	to	new	
models	 but	 as	 for‐profit	 enterprises	 are	 obligated	 to	 maintain	 their	 profit	 margins.	 	 University	
presses	 convey	concerns	about	 libraries,	both	as	purchasers	 (e.g.,	 libraries’	decisions	 to	 cut	 their	







These	 academic	 partnerships	 and	 mergers	 between	 university	 presses	 and	 libraries	 often	 are	
complex	and	fraught,	and	communication	problems	often	hinder	collaborative	efforts.	As	noted	by	







publishing	 lifecycle.	 And	 some	 are	 demonstrating	 that	 multi‐stakeholder	 alliances	 are	 further	

















sustained	 alliances	 between	 university	 presses,	 scholars,	 and	 librarians.	 These	 three	 stakeholder	
groups	have	much	to	gain	through	collaboration:	If	the	academy	could	invest	in	sustained	cooperative	
alliances	 between	 these	 players,	 enabling	 each	 to	 bring	 its	 core	 strengths	 to	 the	 table,	 it	 could	
potentially	reduce	the	cost	of	producing	and	disseminating	scholarship	by	more	efficiently	aligning	
transactions.		To	accomplish	this	end,	the	scholarly	communications	field	would	need	to	both	develop	
and	 broadly	 understand	 the	 advantages	 of	 sustainable	 alliances	 involving	 each	 of	 these	 three	
stakeholder	 communities.	 With	 better‐defined	 incentives,	 use	 cases,	 relationships,	 and	 business	
infrastructures,	such	publication	alliances	might	begin	to	transform	the	scholarly	communications	
environment,	moving	the	activities	 that	currently	 thrive	on	the	 fringes	closer	 to	 the	center	of	 the	
academic	process.		






managed	 around	 only	 one	 type	 of	 process	 in	 the	 scholarly	 communication	 “stack”	 or	 cycle	 of	
production.	 	 Researchers	 write	 the	 content,	 presses	 publish	 the	 content,	 libraries	 purchase	 and	
maintain	it,	etc.		There	has	been	some	research	that	suggests	that	“vertically	integrating”	or	aligning	








a	 commitment	 to	 shared	 goals	 and	 resources	 by	 a	 group	 of	 scholars,	 university	 libraries,	 and	
scholarly	presses	to	achieve	a	more	sustainable	mode	of	production.		We	also	had	a	focus	on	digital	
forms	of	scholarship	(especially	in	the	humanities),	although	we	did	not	specify	exactly	what	would	
be	 included	or	excluded	 from	that	 focus	beyond	a	general	notion	 that	 it	would	be	data‐intensive.		
There	 are	 several	 additional	 speculative	 assertions	 embedded	 in	 this	 model	 that	 we	 sought	 to	
evaluate	 through	 discussion	with	 others,	 the	main	 ones	 being	 that	 a	 VIRA	 strategy	would	 better	






resources	 into	 a	 publishing	 space	 that	 enables	 common	 workflows,	 citation	 mechanisms,	
infrastructure	development,	fundraising	efforts,	and	revenue	aggregation.		













personal	 experience.	 	 The	 project	 principals	 had	 worked	 with	 Dr.	 David	 Eltis	 (emeritus,	 Emory	






that	 did	 not	 resemble	 a	 traditional	 humanities	monograph,	 but	which	 had	 enormous	 impacts	 in	
interdisciplinary	scholarship	in	this	focused	subject	domain.		We	noted	that	the	project	also	attracted	













through	 contemporary	 societies	 such	 as	 the	 Modern	 Language	 Association	 and	 the	 American	


















virtually	 always	 hosted	 organizationally	 within	 a	 university	 rather	 than	 being	 free‐standing	
incorporated	 entities.	 	 Learned	 societies	 are	 most	 often	 501(c)3	 membership	 organizations	
comprised	of	many	individual	scholars	from	many	different	universities.		While	many	digital	centers	
are	 comprised	 of	 university	 faculty	 and	 staff	 members	 who	 undertake	 grant‐funded	 projects	 in	
collaboration	with	other	universities,	they	are	rarely	made	up	of	scholars	from	multiple	universities.		







the	 ICPSR	 is	 hosted	 by	 the	 University	 of	 Michigan	 and	 is	 recognized	 as	 one	 of	 the	 most	 well‐
established	 and	 dynamic	 repositories	 of	 scholarly	 datasets.	 	 The	 ICPSR	 has	 a	 robust	 model	 for	
sustainability	structured	on	tiered	annual	dues	from	its	740	members,	various	a	la	carte	download	
fees,	and	significant	support	from	federal	agencies.		The	ICPSR	is	built	around	a	well‐understood	and	
re‐usable	 data‐centric	 genre	 of	 scholarship:	 social	 science	 datasets.	 	 While	 ICPSR	 does	 not	 host	
experiments	 in	 new	 forms	 of	 digital	 scholarship	 representation,	 its	 focus	 on	 aggregating	 and	
providing	access	to	scholarly	data	is	notable.			
There	 are	 many	 other	 national	 centers	 that	 focus	 on	 some	 particular	 type	 of	 scientific	
research,	 notably	 including	 the	 designated	 Federally	 Funded	Research	 and	Development	 Centers	
(FFRDCs)	 and	 the	DOD‐funded	University	Affiliated	Research	Centers	 (UARC).	 	There	are	 several	
different	 types	of	hosting	arrangements	 in	place	 for	FFRDCs.	 	 Some	FFRDCs	are	administered	by	
corporations	(e.g.	MITRE,	Leidos)	or	nonprofit	research	institutes	unaffiliated	with	universities	(e.g.	
SRI	 International,	 The	 RAND	 Corporation).	 	 Finally,	 there	 are	 a	 very	 small	 number	 of	 nonprofit	
corporations	that	are	consortia	comprised	of	member	universities	working	together	to	fund	a	shared	
research	 center	 with	 shared	 infrastructure	 and	 programs	 (e.g.	 the	 University	 Corporation	 for	












efficient	 and	 smaller	 scale	 organizational	 community‐based	models	 that	 could	 form	 the	 basis	 of	
VIRAs	which	do	not	require	large	ongoing	and	pre‐existing	federal	grant	resources?	




the	 characteristics	 of	 the	 VIRA	 model	 as	 we	 envisioned	 it.	 	 BioOne	 is	 a	 “global,	 not‐for‐profit	
collaboration	 bringing	 together	 scientific	 societies,	 publishers,	 and	 libraries	 to	 provide	 access	 to	
critical,	peer‐reviewed	research	in	the	biological,	ecological,	and	environmental	sciences.”	(http://	
http://www.bioone.org)	 Variously	 characterizing	 itself	 as	 both	 a	 publisher	 and	 a	 collaboration	
between	existing	publishers	and	other	stakeholders	such	as	libraries	and	researchers,	BioOne	has	
experimented	 for	 fifteen	 years	 with	 a	 range	 of	 strategies	 for	 efficiently	 mobilizing	 collaborating	
stakeholders	to	support	scholarly	publications.	 	 [Alexander,	2000]	 	The	main	divergence	noted	 in	
BioOne	 from	 the	 VIRA	 model	 is	 the	 fact	 that	 publications	 supported	 by	 BioOne	 are	 primarily	
“traditional”	research	journals,	rather	than	the	nonstandard	digital	forms	of	scholarship	upon	which	
the	Chrysalis	planning	project	was	chiefly	focused.		Nevertheless,	BioOne	is	a	successful	arrangement	
for	 sustaining	 research	 publications	 through	 collaboration	 between	 organizations	 that	 are	




how	 a	 digital	 scholarship	 VIRA	might	work.	 	 One	 issue	was	 scale.	 	 How	 big	 a	 subject	 domain	 is	
necessary	 to	create	a	successful	VIRA?	 	How	much	research	content	must	be	assembled	before	a	
critical	mass	of	content	exists?		BioOne	encompasses	both	the	BioOne	Complete	collection	with	“more	
than	180	high	quality,	 subscribed	and	open	access	 titles	 focused	 in	 the	biological,	 ecological,	 and	
environmental	 sciences”	 and	 the	 new	Elementa	mega‐journal	which	 publishes	 “original	 research	




of	 a	 viable	 organizational	 effort.	 	 It	 is	 unclear	 to	 us	whether	 or	 not	 there	 is	 some	minimum	 (or	
maximum)	 threshold	 content	 scale	 required	 to	 establish	 a	 viable	 organization,	 but	 this	 is	 a	
noteworthy	factor	in	considering	the	VIRA	model.	
The	 other	 organization	we	 studied	was	 the	Worldwide	 Protein	Databank	 (wwPDB).	 	 The	
wwPDB	was	originally	founded	as	the	Protein	Data	Bank	in	1971	as	a	database	of	biological	molecule	
structures.	 	 The	 database	 grew	 steadily	 over	 the	 years	 into	 a	 massive	 international	 database	
maintained	by	a	consortium	of	 four	 collaborating	organizations	 in	 the	United	States,	Europe,	and	
Japan.		Like	BioOne,	the	wwPDB	is	a	consortium	comprised	of	subsidiary	organizations	(which	are	in	











existing	organizational	 forms	 for	 collaborative	alliance	 that	 could	be	extended	 to	better	align	 the	
three	stakeholder	groups	we	focused	on:	scholars,	libraries,	and	publishers.	 	In	studying	the	ways	
that	 these	 organizations	 are	 structured,	 we	 noted	 some	 over‐arching	 points	 about	 these	 three	
distinct	types	of	stakeholders.	
Observations	about	Stakeholder	Groups	
We	 note	 that	 scholars,	 libraries,	 and	 publishers	 have	 quite	 different	 characteristics	 and	
expectations	which	act	as	barriers	to	creating	integrated	alliances	incorporating	all	three	groups.		The	
following	are	some	of	 the	most	salient	points.	 	Our	 first	broad	point	concerns	the	basic	economic	
motivations	of	these	three	stakeholder	groups.			
While	 scholars	 must	 make	 money	 to	 sustain	 themselves	 personally,	 the	 overriding	
motivation	of	most	scholars	is	not	personal	financial	profit.		While	there	are	researchers	in	the	private	
sector,	we	 are	 concerned	 in	 this	white	paper	with	 the	majority	of	 scholars	who	are	 employed	 in	
universities	 and	 other	 institutions	 that	 are	 part	 of	 the	 public	 sector,	 not	 private	 corporations.		
Reputation‐based	 benefit	 (as	 manifested	 in	 perceived	 quality	 of	 scholarship)	 generally	 trumps	
private	 financial	 benefit	 (manifested	 as	 personal	 financial	 profitability)	 in	 the	 motivations	 of	
scholars.		Further	distancing	scholars	from	the	financial	stakes	of	publishing,	recent	generations	of	
scholars	have	not	been	expected	to	individually	fund	the	costs	of	the	scholarly	communication	cycle,	
and	 they	have	been	relatively	uninformed	about	 such	costs	or	 super‐inflationary	cost	escalations	
over	the	last	three	decades	which	have	greatly	concerned	libraries.		








Of	 necessity,	 publishers	 (including	 university	 presses)	 diverge	 from	 both	 scholars	 and	
libraries	in	their	profit‐making	orientation	and	motivations.		While	enormous	shifts	in	the	landscape	
surrounding	 the	 research	 enterprise	 have	 occurred	 in	 recent	 decades,	 the	 basic	 economic	
motivations	of	scholars	and	libraries	described	above	have	remained	stable.		Scholarly	publishers,	




publishers	 or	 by	 requiring	 university	 presses	 to	 be	 mostly	 self‐funded.	 	 	 University	 presses	 of	
necessity	became	more	focused	on	profitability	in	order	to	survive.		
It	 is	 critically	 important	 to	differentiate	 two	very	different	 senses	of	 “profitability”	 in	 this	





to	 publications	 that	 generate	 extremely	 large	monetary	 surpluses	 above	 and	 beyond	 the	 cost	 of	










nonprofit	 publishers	 are	 an	 essential	 part	 of	 the	VIRA	model.	 	 	While	 university	 presses	 have	 to	
publish	works	that	are	economically	viable,	the	quality	of	scholarship	or	public	benefit	derived	from	
publications	 are	 usually	 the	 most	 important	 motivating	 factors	 for	 these	 and	 other	 nonprofit	







such	publishers	 to	 take	part	 in	a	VIRA.	 	University	presses	are	already	accustomed	to	 thinking	 in	







work	 of	 maintaining	 large	 collections	 of	 scholarly	 outputs,	 especially	 digital	 scholarship	 and	
databases.	 	 	 	Scholars	are	individual	actors	that	may	or	may	not	have	any	interest	or	aptitude	for	
working	together	with	other	researchers,	much	less	libraries	or	publishers.	 	As	mentioned	before,	
their	 general	motivation	 is	 to	 conduct	 research	 to	 benefit	 society	 as	 a	whole,	 but	 they	 also	 have	
particular	motivations	around	their	personal	career	progressions.		Even	if	they	work	in	collaborative	
labs,	 they	 typically	 focus	 on	 the	 creation	 of	 individual	works	 of	 scholarship.	 	 They	 are	 primarily	
focused	on	producing	new	scholarly	works	and	getting	academic	credit	for	such	works.		Historically,	
they	 have	 not	 had	 to	 provision	 for	 the	 ongoing	maintenance	 or	 funding	 the	maintenance	 of	 the	
scholarly	works	they	produce;	they	have	instead	served	primary	drivers	of	research	activities	and	
the	arbiters	and	judges	of	quality	in	scholarship	through	the	peer	review	process.		
Libraries	 are	made	up	 of	 individuals	 but	 they	 are	not	 individuals,	 they	 are	organizations.		
Further,	they	are	service	organizations	focused	on	serving	the	needs	of	some	identified	clientele	of	
information	 seekers.	 	 Even	 if	 a	 library	 reports	 to	 a	 single	 individual	 such	 as	 a	 provost,	 libraries	




scholarly	 works	 from	 many	 sources	 for	 many	 synergistic	 research	 and	 instructional	 purposes.		
Because	libraries	are	also	centrally	concerned	with	funding	and	maintaining	ongoing	access	to	the	
large	 collections	 of	 scholarly	works	 that	 they	 acquire,	 they	 are	 accustomed	 to	 negotiating	many	
different	kinds	of	system‐wide	group	agreements	to	maximize	efficiencies	(consortial	purchasing	of	




has	begun	 to	 change	 this.	 	 Libraries	 have	now	begun	 to	 focus	on	 the	 entire	 lifecycle	 of	 scholarly	




These	 factors	 may	 become	 key	 motivators	 for	 the	 VIRA	 strategy	 of	 reintegrating	 the	 three	
stakeholders	in	the	scholarly	communication	cycle.		In	order	for	VIRAs	to	exist,	libraries	are	needed	
to	 act	 as	 both	 funders	 and	 maintainers,	 but	 they	 can	 only	 do	 so	 if	 scholars	 and	 publishers	 are	
motivated	to	ally	with	libraries	as	partners.	












excluded	 from	 universities	 and	 academic	 subsidies	 once,	 may	 be	 unwilling	 to	 cooperate	 by	
compromising	their	profitability	if	they	are	approached	to	collaborate	in	prospective	VIRAs.	
The	Chrysalis:	Adaptation	through	Transformation		
Traditional	 scholarship,	 in	 the	 form	 of	 monographs	 and	 journals,	 is	 paid	 for	 by	 the	
mechanisms	 of	 libraries	 purchasing	 this	 content	 or	 leasing	 access	 to	 it	 from	 publishers.	 	 In	 the	





Digital	 scholarship,	 assuming	 it	 does	 become	widely	 accepted	 for	 faculty	 promotion	 and	
tenure	(admittedly	a	big	assumption),	might	go	the	way	of	traditional	scholarship	and	become	hosted	
by	publishers	and	sustained	 through	straightforward	purchases	and	subscriptions	 from	 libraries.		
But	this	has	not	typically	been	the	case	to	date.		Rather,	digital	scholarship	resources	are	often	created	









they	 are	 deeply	 invested	 in	 traditional	 products	 and	 reluctant	 to	 change.	 [Wittenberg,	 2010]		
Research	centers	have	difficulty	managing	legacy	websites	after	grants	are	expended;	such	centers	






inflationary	 cost	 escalations	 are	 equitable	 has	 been	 raised	 repeatedly	 and	 is	 highlighted	 by	 the	
previously	cited	research	of	Courant,	Bergstrom,	and	others.		There	have	been	attempts	to	estimate	
the	potential	cost	savings	of	publishing	in	open	access	journals	[Van	Noorden,	2013],	and	estimates	
that	 changing	 the	 fundamental	 structures	 of	 the	 current	 scholarly	 communication	 system	 could	
potentially	result	in	billions	of	dollars	of	savings	to	research	libraries.		[Cambridge	Economic	Policy	
Associates,	 2008]	 	 But	 it	 is	 difficult	 to	model	 a	 hypothetical	 planned	 transition	 from	 the	 current	




The	 serials	 crisis	discussed	by	Panitch	and	Michalak	has	been	 tracked	 for	more	 than	 two	















comments	 about	 this	 situation	 as	 it	 bears	 on	 the	 concept	 of	 VIRAs.	 	 If	 libraries	 simply	 use	 the	
mechanism	of	cuts	as	a	reactive	strategy	to	balance	their	budgets,	then	they	will	simply	pay	more	and	
more	 for	 fewer	 and	 fewer	 items.	 	 An	 alternative	 scenario	 is	 that	 libraries	 proactively	 redirect	
collection	 development	 funds	 toward	 partnerships	 with	 their	 university	 presses	 and	 faculty	 to	
publish	scholarship	at	more	sustainable	rates;	in	other	words,	create	vertically	integrated	research	








than	 mechanisms	 such	 as	 monograph	 purchases	 and	 journal	 subscriptions	 that	 have	 sustained	
traditional	forms	of	scholarship.		The	nature	of	digital	scholarship	on	the	web	is	less	like	a	traditional	
passive	 publication	 consumption	 model,	 instead	 having	 aspects	 that	 resemble	 social	 media	 and	
creative	 artistic	 endeavors	 aimed	 at	 exciting	 and	 motivating	 a	 potential	 group	 of	 collaborators.		
Rather	 than	 recapitulate	 traditional	 pay‐wall	 approaches,	 VIRAs	 could	 make	 use	 of	 approaches	
associated	with	 learned	societies	 such	as	memberships	 (both	 individual	 and	 institutional).	 	More	
provocatively	they	might	adopt	the	“crowdfunding”	model	which	has	become	a	prominent	means	of	
funding	creative	endeavors	in	recent	years,	a	model	which	works	on	a	very	different	dynamic	than	
traditional	 purchase	models.	 [Belleflamme	 et	 al.,	 2014]	 	 The	 success	 of	 the	Knowledge	Unlatched	
project	 using	 a	 model	 that	 essentially	 amounts	 to	 crowdfunding	 of	 institutions	 has	 been	 an	
illuminating	success	story.	[Montgomery	et	al.,	2014]	
The	 VIRA	 strategy	 confronts	 the	 scholarly	 communication	 crisis	 head‐on	 and	 calls	 for	 a	
transformation	of	our	arrangements	for	producing	scholarship;	hence	the	metaphor	of	the	chrysalis	
in	 the	 title	 of	 this	 planning	project.	 	We	believe	 that	 the	 time	has	 come	 for	 research	 alliances	 of	
scholars,	publishers,	and	libraries	to	be	convened	with	the	explicit	purpose	of	sustaining	innovative	






The	 Chrysalis	 planning	 project	 studied	 three	 prospective	 research	 alliances	 as	 a	 way	 of	
assessing	the	VIRA	model.		These	case	studies	were	chosen	on	the	basis	of	the	following	criteria:		







The	 Chrysalis	 planning	 project	 selected	 three	 case	 studies	 based	 on	 these	 criteria	 and	
convened	 a	 series	 of	 meetings	 to	 discuss	 the	 VIRA	 concept	 and	 garner	 feedback	 from	 potential	
collaborators.			
Case	Study:	Texana	Research	Alliance		
The	 idea	of	 this	 research	 alliance	 focused	on	 the	 inter‐disciplinary	 cultural	 and	historical	







the	 Texas	 State	 Historical	 Association	 (TSHA),	 2)	 the	 UNT	 Libraries’	 Portal	 to	 Texas	 History,	 a	








than	 a	 century’s	worth	 of	 content	 from	 of	 the	 Texas	 State	 Almanac,	 the	 Southwestern	Historical	
Quarterly,	and	many	other	publications	of	the	TSHA	and	UNT	Press,	together	with	more	than	a	million	
pages	 of	 historic	 newspaper	 content	 in	 the	 Portal	 to	 Texas	History	 could	 potentially	 be	 used	 to	
produce	 many	 new	 ad	 hoc	 publications	 on	 specific	 scholarly	 topics.	 	 Recent	 historical	 analysis	




including	 inter‐organizational	 agreements	 to	 be	 created	 that	 would	 enable	 collaborative	
interoperability	of	systems	and	conceptualize	proceeds	from	subscriptions	or	other	fee‐based	access	








the	 project	 investigators	 began	 to	 question	 whether	 an	 alliance	 with	 such	 a	 limited	 number	 of	
institutional	partners	was	actually	a	VIRA	in	the	end.		It	is	worth	noting	that	discussions	concerning	
the	prospective	Texana	VIRA	were	put	on	hold	when	the	TSHA	executive	director	left	 for	another	
position.	 	TSHA	was	the	 lynchpin	 in	 the	prospective	research	alliance,	a	key	connector	 that	could	
draw	scholars	together.		It	may	be	that	the	lesson	learned	is,	in	part,	that	one	lynchpin	is	not	enough,	
that	 a	 collective	 needs	 to	 be	 drawn	 together	with	neutral	 facilitation	 at	 its	 center	 in	 order	 to	 be	
successful	through	personnel	changes.	All	relevant	stakeholders	should	ideally	be	committed	to	the	














decade.	 	 	 	 This	 research	 alliance	would	 build	 on	 the	 success	 of	Southern	Spaces	 to	 seek	 out	 new	





types,	 including	 digital	 photographs	 and	 video	 footage.	 	 Reusing	 this	 archive	 of	 content	 for	
collaborative	purposes	with	publishers	is	a	potential	means	of	generating	funding	for	the	support	of	
the	journal.		An	example	of	such	a	collaborative	effort	was	a	recent	partnership	with	the	University	
of	Texas	Press	 for	 their	Katrina	Bookshelf	Series.	 	 In	 this	partnership,	Southern	Spaces	presented	
selected	essays	and	excerpts	from	the	series	with	text	linking,	maps,	images,	charts,	and	other	media	
that	does	not	appear	in	the	associated	printed	books.	This	experimental	collaboration	successfully	




A	 series	 of	 discussions	 with	 the	 Southern	 Spaces	 editors	 took	 place	 during	 the	 Chrysalis	
planning	project.	 	 These	discussions	 explored	 the	notion	of	 a	 broader	 Southern	 Studies	 research	
alliance	that	could	generate	revenue	from	co‐publishing	arrangements,	including	the	quite	different	
possibility	 of	 re‐using	 the	 very	 robust	 Southern	 Spaces	 publishing	 platform	 for	 other	 scholarly	
publications.		In	this	case	study,	Southern	Spaces	would	grow	to	function	as	the	nexus	of	collaboration	
for	 scholars,	 libraries,	 and	 publishing	 operations	 interested	 in	 Southern	 Studies.	 This	 conceptual	
research	alliance	would	seek	out	means	of	capitalizing	on	both	the	published	and	unused	content	of	
a	well‐established	digital	journal	to	create	a	broader	agenda	for	fostering	research,	publishing,	and	
sustaining	 catalytic	 activities	 in	 the	 larger	 community	of	 Southern	Studies	 scholars.	 	Many	of	 the	






we	 had	 not	 considered	 in	 terms	 of	 instructional	 and	 training	 value	 for	 graduate	 students.	 	 The	
discussion	also	highlighted	 the	 challenges	of	 transitioning	existing	digital	 scholarship	efforts	 into	
revenue	generating	operations.		As	discussed	elsewhere	in	this	white	paper,	scholars	are	motivated	
by	academic	values,	not	profitability.		From	its	inception	Southern	Spaces	has	been	an	Open	Access	
journal,	 and	 it	 is	 difficult	 to	 envision	 transforming	 it	 into	 a	 subscription‐based	 resources	 after	 a	

















database	 (http://www.slavevoyages.org)	 and	 the	 African	 Origins	 database	 (http://www.african‐
origins.org).		Dr.	Eltis	and	various	other	scholars	involved	in	the	study	of	either	slavery	or	refugee	
studies	articulated	the	possibilities	in	creating	a	cooperative	research	alliance	focused	on	coerced	









the	 creation	 of	 standards	 for	 storing,	 analyzing,	 using,	 and	 disseminating	 such	 datasets.	 	 The	
tremendous	power	of	collaboratively	assembling	such	datasets	in	portals	has	been	demonstrated	in	
projects	that	the	various	historians	and	sociological	researchers	brought	together	for	this	discussion,	
notably	 including	 the	Voyages	portal	previously	mentioned,	 the	Social	Conflict	 in	Africa	Database	
[Salehyan	et	al.,	2012],	the	Texas	Slavery	Project	(http://www.texasslaveryproject.org),	and	others.		
There	 are	 many	 challenges	 associated	 with	 these	 kind	 of	 coerced	 migration	 projects	 centering	
around	the	complexities	of	adapting	traditional	historical	modes	of	inquiry	into	machine‐actionable	
databases	and	the	previously	mentioned	issues	in	sustaining	such	websites	over	time.		The	scholars	







multiple	 high‐profile	 organizations	 and	 individuals	 to	 collaborate	 on	 an	 alliance	 of	 this	 kind.		
Developing	standards	for	the	exchange	of	data	in	ways	useful	for	research	purposes	was	a	technical	
issue	noted.		Points	were	raised	about	the	challenges	of	junior	scholars	getting	credit	for	promotion	
and	tenure	 files	 from	such	projects.	 	However,	 there	was	an	overall	strength	 in	 these	discussions	
founded	on	the	importance	of	this	emerging	category	of	research	methods	and	subject	domain.			
A	 number	 of	 the	 discussions	 involved	 the	 issue	 of	 revenue	 generation,	 and	 the	 most	
compelling	 models	 again	 seemed	 to	 be	 based	 on	 the	 notion	 of	 donations	 or	 memberships	 in	 a	









The	 problems	 with	 the	 sustainability	 and	 viability	 current	 system	 of	 scholarly	
communication	are	 longstanding	and	 serious.	 	Networked	digital	 resources	 such	as	websites	and	
databases	offer	dynamic	new	alternatives	to	traditional	scholarly	products	such	as	narrowly	focused	
print	 monographs	 and	 super‐inflationary	 journals.	 	 The	 focus	 of	 this	 white	 paper	 on	 a	 new	
collaborative	model	termed	Vertically	Integrated	Research	Alliances	would	bring	together	relevant	
stakeholders	in	closer	working	relationships	to	create	and	sustain	promising	new	forms	of	digital	
scholarship.	 	 The	 strategy	 of	 creating	 VIRA	 organizations	 intentionally	 reframes	 the	 need	 for	 a	
fundamental	 transformation	 as	 an	 opportunity,	 rather	 than	 a	 challenge,	 barrier,	 or	 intransigent	
financial	 problem.	 	 This	 organizational	 strategy	 would	 incorporate	 stakeholders	 from	 key	
communities—scholars,	 publishers,	 librarians—in	 order	 to	 foster	 better	 ongoing	 connections	
between	 these	 groups,	 vertically	 assimilating	 different	 parts	 of	 the	 academic	 publishing	 process	
through	concentrated	alliances.		Organisms	with	a	pupal	life	stage	experience	a	key	transformative	
moment	 when	 they	 reorganize	 themselves	 internally	 to	 better	 adapt	 to	 changing	 lifecycle	
circumstances.	 	 Like	 the	 chrysalis,	 restructuring	 the	activities	of	 scholarship	 in	particular	 subject	
domains	 into	 research	 alliances	 of	 these	 key	 stakeholder	 groups	 could	 create	 more	 sustainable	
organizational	forms.	
Consultations	 with	 a	 broad	 range	 of	 such	 stakeholders	 during	 this	 planning	 project	
demonstrated	 that	 the	 concept	 of	 cultivating	 a	 stronger	 collaborative	 arrangement	 that	 would	
include	subject‐focused	cross‐sections	of	scholars,	libraries,	and	publishers	was	a	very	compelling	






























that	 library	 budgets	 are	 already	 overburdened,	 especially	 by	 the	 super‐inflationary	 costs	 of	
traditional	scholarly	products	from	for‐profit	publishers.		It	will	be	difficult	in	practice	for	libraries	
to	 free	 up	 funds	 for	 experiments	 with	 new	 organizational	 collaborative	 models	 such	 as	 VIRAs.		
Library	 administrations	 will	 have	 to	 understand	 and	 be	 able	 to	 articulate	 the	 need	 for	 their	
organizations	 to	 step	 up	 to	 the	 challenge	 of	 moving	 funds	 from	 unsustainable	 forms	 of	 legacy	
scholarship	to	sustainable	news	forms	of	innovative	scholarship.	
University	 presses	 have	 strengths	 in	 their	 ability	 to	 realistically	 assess	 the	 market	 for	
scholarly	outputs	and	the	most	effective	means	of	marketing	such	works.		Presses	are	economically	








During	 this	 planning	project	 some	 stakeholders	 voiced	disappointment	with	 the	 fact	 that	




























sustained	 traditional	 forms	 of	 scholarship.	 	 Rather	 than	 recapitulate	 the	 model	 of	 monograph	
purchases	 and	 journal	 subscriptions,	VIRAs	 could	make	use	of	 approaches	associated	with	 social	
entrepreneurship	 such	 as	 memberships	 (both	 individual	 and	 institutional),	 fund‐raisers,	 and	











for	 improving	the	sustainability	of	new	forms	of	scholarship,	but	our	hope	 is	 that	one	way	or	the	
other	the	stakeholders	making	up	the	system	of	scholarly	communication	will	actively	engage	with	
the	challenge	of	experimentation	with	new	forms.			
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